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ABOTRALT

AIR BAIUTLE vORCE: AR FORCE SUPPORT fOR CONTINGENCY
OPERATIONS by Lennie U, Edwards, Jr., USAY, 49 DU,

Mhis monograph analyzes a recent study oy the All
Furce Lo establish an Air Batitle Porce (ABE) ror
projecting tantical aivrpowar in peacelime coutingelicy
uperations. This ADBF wouild be a single unit, iLrained ang
qquipped with several different types ol aivrcrars rar
response to crises situations wor ldwice.

The monograph first discusses the use o vhe
military instrument of power in cuntingency oOperatiuns,
where achieving political objectives relys more an
influence than destruction of force. The early roie or
alrpower in contingency operations is examined dur ing
the deployment ui Task [Farce Lravo tou Lebanon in 19950,
Task Force Bravo was part of an Alr Force contingency
response lorce known as the Composite Air Jurike [orac-
CCASEY . Tais uperation highlights several {ssues
LOVOLviIng il puwer projection that remain reievaat
touday.

Finaily, the ADF Concepr is analyzZed o deterwibs
its operational viability. Deplaoyability, sustain-
ability, rlexibility, anpd command and <oniro. provide
the 1our criteria for analysis.
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Aik BATTLE ['ORCE: AIR FORCE SUPPORT FOR CONTINGENSY

OPERATIUONS

INTRODUCTION

Ve are living in a time oI great political change.
The claim that the Could War is aver is galning mors
suppurt with each passing week. Cast Germany bas held
their tfirst democratic elections, the Souviets have
begun Lo pull troops out of Czechoslovakla, and
LLithuania has voted for independence trom tihe USOR.
There is a growing perception in Europe and the United
States that the Soviet threat has signiticantly
diminished.

It this is true, we in the military mustl reecwamioe
our role in U.3. defense as pollcy guidance change:s.
The reduction in the Souviet threat could easily place
greater emphasis on regional threats. The regionu.
threat issue Lhal has received the must puoiicity
lateliy 1= the U.05. role in contingeucy upetations,
especially as a result ot U5, success in Up=raiion
Just Cause in Panama. As the old "KastL-Waest” reasion:,
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coub inue to ease, and the probability of signirficant
U,k furce reduction becomes more certain, the miiitary
must pilan for the increased Likelihood uf parlicipation
iln contingency operations.

This monograph is primarily -<oncerned with the
application af airpower, particularly the Alr Furce
portion of airpower, in peacetime contingency
operations. These contingency operations are
o "pulitically sensitive military activities normally
characterized by shart-term, rapid projection ur
employnment of forces in conditions short of war.”l
Peacetime contingency ouperations is one of the rour Low
intensity Conilict (LIC) operational categories.z The
Alr Force is trying to better define its role in tnese
operations. In particular, the Alr Force is louvking at
the concept uf a single unit, trained and equipp=ad witn
deveral different types of aircraft for response to
crisces situations worldwide. This notional unit is
called an Alr Battle Force (ABF)>.3 The purpose of this
monograph is to determine 1f operational considerations
O applying airpower in contingency operations warrant
the establishment of an Air Battle Ilorce.

As a starting point, the monograph will examine

Lie hraditional role ot the military instrument orx
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power as it applies to war in general and to
contingency operations in particular. [t will tnen
evaluate the accomplishments oif a similar unit, =Enown
as the Composite Alr Strike Force (CASF)Y, which existed
in the late 1%50's. This evaluation, along with a 100k
at today's changing environment, wiil lead to an
analysis ot the ABF being contemplatec by the Air
tforce. The ABF concept will be examined against Lhe
criteria of deployahility, sustainability, flexibility,

and command and control.

THEORY AND DCCTRINE

The reason for war is always tor political

objectives. WVar, therefore, is an act of

policy. 4

The use of the military as an instrument of
national power is evidenced throughout modern history.
Nations establish national security objectives based on
national interests. Within the U.5., a policy is then
developed for applying each element of national power
to achieve national objectives. These elements are
derfined as diplomatic and iniormational, economic, and
military.9% These differ slightly from the tive
elements of nativnal power studied at the Command and
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General 3Staif College of poiitical, economic, military,
geographic, and national wili. lere, political and
national will are contained in diplomacy and
informat ional. Geugraphic is not considered
separately, but is an influencing factor in ali the
others. Once the policies are established for each of
the elewenls of national power, they are combined Lo
form a strategy ifor a particular area.®

Military strategy, as one component 0f the overall
strategy for the region, will become predominant in
time 0f general war. The role of military strategy, as
described by B. H. Liddell Hart, is "the art of
distributing and applying military means to fulfill thne
ends ot policy.”7 Likewise, Clausewitz clearly
establishes the reliationship between (nationai’ policy

and the military as an instrument of power in war:

The political objective - the original motive

for the war - will thus determine both

military aobjectives to be reached and the

amount ot effort it requires.g

However, we must establish some relationship
between the war described by Clausewitz and "war' In
terms 0f a contingency operation to bring it in line

with the abject of thils paper. Clausewitz’s war that
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tends toward the absovlute seems well beyond the
"peacelime” contingency operation or peacekeeping ior. e
where the introduction of force may be merely tu "show
the tlag" or a show of resolve. However, the peaceiui
objectives of the use of military pawer here do aot
alter the linkage between naticnal policy and military

strategy.

The political object is the goal, war is the
means of reaching it, and means can never be

considered In isolation from their purpose.'

On the other hand, the less intense the
motive (pulitical object), the less will the
military element’s natural Lendency Lo
violence coincide with political objectives.
As a result, war will be driven further from
its natural course, the political object will
be more and more at variance with the aim of
ideal war «destruction of the enemy farce.,
and the conflict will seem increasingly

political in character. 10

When war is limited or the application of torce is
limited by the nature of the contingency, this probiem
Of variance is exagperated. By definition, countingency
operabions are "short, no-notice, operations (wnichy

potentiaily include a wide variety of military
aclivilies (with, specific, limited objectives" and are
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Ccharacter ized by short decision cyveoies. 1l Thus, we
have cuntingency operabtions as a form or bimlbed watr
reguiring limited objectives. flere, espectaliv, vhe
primacy vl pulitical control ove:r the miititary must
remain paramount. However, this bLype ol conriict
cantains resistance to the natural tendency of war.
The link between cause and effect oi using military
rorce to achleve political objectives becumes vagxue
wnhen the political objective is to "influence ratier
than destroy.” L2

in limited contlict, "when military policvy aund
strategy lack Lthe quideposts of limited and attainaole
objectives and become, in eiffiect, ends in themselives,
they cease to be controlliable and predictable
instruments o1 national policy.” 13 However, Jlausewitcz
cautions against limited policy objectives in war by
stating that ... "1f policy is directed only towar.
minor objectives, the emotions ol the masses will bDe
little stirred and they will have to be stimularted
rather than held back.”14 Thus, the limited nature ot
contingency operations causes some signiticant
politico military problems.

These problems will, hoperuliy, be resolved dur ing

planning. Transiating U.S5. policy intu military
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objectives in contingency cperations normally conmes
during the Joint Uperation Planning System JUOPS)
Crisis Action Planning (CAF) process. CGCrisis is
defined as:
a sequence of interactions between the
governments of two or more sovereign states
in severe conflict short of actual war, but
invulving the perception of a dangerously
high probability of war.15
The CAP is a phased planning process that allows the
military and Defense agencies to develiop, recommend,
and implement National Command Authority (NCA)
decisions. 16
[n response to worldwid national security
interests, the U.S. has sought to develop a strong,
rapid-response conventional force for military respounse
in crises situations. The force must be credible and
the nation must have the political resolve to appiy
this force relative to our national interests. 17
If military power must be applied, the subser of
airpuower would play a critical role. The U.3.
recognizes that "the capability of air farces to aeploy
rapidly in crises adds to our ability to bring
effective military power to bear in distant regions in

contingencies.”13 A diffarent level of commitment and
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resolve c¢an be projected based on the type of tforce
deployed into an area. The level of commitment and
visibility of air forces generally falls between that
of ground and naval forces. 19

Four political purposes galned from military force
represented by airpower in contingency operations are
to send a signal, to show support for a particular
nation, to deter an action by a nation, or to compel a
nation to modify its actions.20 Signaling a U.S.
pcsition can be done by such actions as increased alert
status and will probably not involve a deployment ot
aircraft. Support for a mation can be shown through
signaling or may involve some type of deployment.
Military assistance 1is a common means o0f showing
support for a nation, but actual U.S5. force deployment
should not be ruled out. In order to actualiy deter an
action, a credible force musi exist. Therefore, the
probabllity of depolyment is much higher to achieve
this abjectlive,

Two 0f the characteristics of airpower,
fiexibility and responsiveness, are valuabie in

achieving deterrence.Zl Force will generally be needed

to compel a nation to modify its actions. Analysis has
shown that in U. S, force employment short or war, ihe
page &




greatest success rate has been achieved when trying Lo
reinforce a particular behavior with the appiicatvion or

minimum force levels. 22

The strongest contribution of Clausewitz to
military theory - that war is an instrument
0of policy whose only purpose is to a~hieve a
political objective - is least unde:r ..ood in
the American military tradition. The
American warrior isolates war from policy
land; pursues war as a crusade in a strategy
- annibhilation too little reiated to the

O

peace wnlch must foliow. 23

Developing a clear idea of the "peace which must
tollow” is particularly difficult with time and iarce
level restrictions common in contingency aperations.
fiere, <(iandbased) tactical airpower oifers some unidue
characteristics that will help. Speed ana range are
Lwo 0l the characteristics that translate into

responsiveness. 24  With aerial refueling, elements oL

Y

tactical airpowWwer can depivy in response To a <r . s5i
situation anywhere in the world in as ifittle as
1oty -elghnt nours. 2% UOnce depioved, tacileal avi & owe-
the commander great [lexibility oo support polintcal
objectives Lorough its statea missions wl count=rair,
air interdiction, <lose eir support, =pecial
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nperations, airlift, aerospace survelillance and

reconnaissance, and aerouspace maritiuwe operations. o

HEARLY CUNCEPT OF AIRPOWER IN A CONTINGENCY ROLE

With the U.S. =till heavily imnvolved in World War
II, in April 1943, a study was conducted by Brigadier

taff Plans,

0

General 0. A. Anderson, Assistant Chief of
tu louvk at postwar force requirements far the Army Air
Corps. He envisioned a highly mobile, "internationali
military force” consisting mostly of air to respond Lu
situations around the world. He concluded taat
mobility would come from air, with "surtface forces” ta
provide security and logistics support and Lemporary
garrison capability. The purpose of this force wouid
be to deter aggression, and its mauin ufiensive weaptn
was tu be the heavy bomber.27V This was neither a new
concept or a new weapon 0f choice for the Air Force,
who was then presenting strategic bombardment as a
means 0f winning the war in [Furope. However, one
oubcome 0f the study did toretell an issue Dhat stiil
persists toaay. General Anderson’'s WOrg caused uaim Lo
take Lhe first gserious look an the basing reguaitements
that would be needed [or the pustwar peacelkeeping
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jorce. 2% it wili be evidenl later in the ahaly=ls Lhal
this is still an issue of primary coacern for
projecting landbased airpower,

Ten years later, in the aftermatn of the Korean

Conilict, President Eilsenhower issued NsSC 162, wnich

resulted in the policy of containment with nuclear

<
.
o

weapons torming the basis of military strategy..?
response, the Jolint Chiefs of Staff (JCS: advanced the
Sequoia Plan, [t proposed a reduction in forwardg
deployed conventional forces and a "mobile strategic
reserve” in the U.35. composed primarily orf Air bource
stralewic vombers. 30 Later, picking up the uvitle
"massive retaliation,” thie new military =strategy was
intended bto deter nuciear aggression by The communisi
wor 1d. The Composite Air Strike Farce (CASF) was
created 1o early 1999 within the rtramework of rniii=
strategy Lo respond to the increased threat ol
communist aggression outside the Soviet Union. 31  The
CASF would deter a small war just as Strategic Air
Command would deter a major war. 32

integral Lo this idea 0f deterring @il wWars was
the concurrent thought that tactical nuolear weapuns
would e used as a normal part ot any tuture connlioo.
The CASE was Lhe means of deliver ing Lhese weapOno.
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Thus, the three factors leading to the development ol

A T

the CASF were the policy oI "massive retaliatiou,
idea of "limited war” resulting itrom Lhe Korean War,
and the newly developed capability to deliver sma.i.
atomic bombs by fighter aircraft.33 [t was believed
that: "With this capability to move Strixkxe units
thousands of miles in a matter of hours, the United
States could, for a relative minor investment, nold a
small furce in readiness at a central location and
caver the trouble spots ol the worid, rather taan
attempt to station and support expensive torces
throughout the various areas.”’

Reliance on nuclear at the expense of conventionsi
forces under the Eisenhower Adnministration was iarge.y
a vbudgelary counsideration. Saving muney wa:s oo Ok joor
factur In the creation ot the CASF and wili
significantly impact on the curreunt Coticepl beiug
studied by the Air Force.

Foullowing approval in March 1995, the i9th Alr
Forace was created at Foster Alr Force Base, Texas, a- a
planning neadguarters to "plan rfor, deploy, and
axercise oparational control of compuslte air =Ll ide

forces in any area of the world wnere local war migne
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occur.”3% The otfficial mission of the Nineteenth Air
Force was to:
provide Tactical Air Command with a

specialized and highly versatile command
element capable wf: Deploying with
appropriate tactical forces for combat action
to any area of the world, assuming
operational control of units attached by
Commander, Tactical Air Command, for
participation in exercises, maneuvers, and
other operations as required. The attacned
units may include tactical bombardment,
fighter—-bomber, tighter-day, air refueling,
tactical missile, combat airlift,
reconnaissance, and associated conbtroi and

communlications and support units. 36

Significantly, the Nineteenth Air Force owned no
alrcraft, but was primarily a planning staftf that would
deploy with the CASF units. 1t was a subordinate un:it
or Ninth Air Force, with a back-up stafr capability arn
Twelrith Air Force. This =mall staiff contained onivy
about 100 people. (See figure 1.) [here were 195
officers in plans and operations while the remainaer
served ln logistics, intelligence, communications, and
aduwinistratiaon. The concept of operations for tne CALF
inciuded three phases: notification uf designated
units, movement to the conflict area, and conduct ot
operaltions in the confllict area.37 Four days atter
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notification the CASF would be missiaon capable in Ghe
deployed location.38 During the final phase, the
Nineteenth Air Force conmander would function as the
air component commander of a joint task force or as the
Theater Air Commander.39

During the early years 0of the CASF, emphasis was
placed on operational and logistics planning and
concept and capabilities testing.40 The first tesi of
the concept was conducted [n September 19956 when a
deployment was made from the U.3. to EBurope in Lxeroise
Mobile Baker. A tokxen CASF of about three sgquadraons ol
alrcraft and support eqguipment deployed using a
combination of air refueling and "island hopping.”4.

Following three years of planning and training,
the true concept test came in July 1958, when tensions
in the Middle East ignited into crisis. A year
earlier, President Camille Chamoun of Lebanon had been
the only head of state in the Middle East tou ascribe to
the new "[isenhower Doctrine” offering military and
economic assistance to help any country resist
communist aggression. As his government weakened and
tried to maintain order, he mentioned to the U.S.
Ambassador that he may need U.5. help. When King
Faisal and Crown Prince Abdul Illah of pro-Western irag
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TAC

] ) |
' Ninth AF ! r}uelfch aFl
unicvs equiped.'w Cfunits equiped,
wrained, and trained, and
ready raeady

Nineteenth AF
CASF ocommand element

]
Individual CASFs or
L ~packages~ desioned for ¢
spacific limited
wvar contingencies

Figure 1: The Tactical Air Command

Composite Air Strike Force#*?

COMAMAFFOR Adana

SYRIN

* Tripoli

CINCSPECOMME J Pgirve
COMAMNAVF OR - Danasous
MEDITERRANEAN COMAMLANFOR

SEA

Figure 2: Area of Responsibility*3

page 15




were assassinated on 14 July, President Chamoun
tmmediately asked for U.S5. military intervention,
concerned that he would be the next Middle Eastern
leader to fall. He insisted that help arrive within
forty-eight hours. 44

On 15 July 1958, CASF Bravo received a deployment
uvrder from Tactical Air Command, in response to the
worsening situation in the Middle East. A force
consisting of the command element, fighter,
fighter-bomber, bomber, tanker, transport, and
reconnalissance supported by command, <ontrol and
warning aircraft was ordered to deploy to Incirlik Air
Base near Adana Turkey.45 (See map at figure 2.»

Lebanon's request for help from the U.S. on 14
July was unexpected. In respaonse, President Eisenhower
directed a Marine amphibious assault at 0900 Eastern
Daylight Time (1500 Beirut time)> on the 15th. Earlv oun
the 15th he informed Congress of his decision stating
that:

United States forces are being sent to
Lebanon to protect American lives and by
thelir presence to assist the Government of
Lebanon in the preservation otf Lebanan’'s
territorial integrity and independence, waich
have been deemed vital to United States

national interests and worlid peace. 49
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Air support for the operations in Lebanon could
come from three possible sources. First, and the
primury option, was the CASF, which had been designed
for this purpose. BSecond, tactical air assets coulid be
sent from United States Air Forces Europe (USAFE).
These forces could hopefully be there in less time
because of the shorter deplioyment distance, but their
commitment would reduce the forces in Europe. The
third possibility was to get air from either or both or
the two Navy carriers operating in the Mediterranean,
the Essex and/ur the Saratoga. Haowever, no Air Force
aircraft could respond in time to support the short
notice amphibious operations. In addition, aircrafu
from the Essex would have to be sent ahead of the
carrier to stage off land until the carrier arrived in
the area of operations. Even then Navy airc.aft would
not arrive until two hours after the Marine ianding.4%

The objective in Lebanon was ta support and assist
the government of Lebanon in maintaining or restoring
order.48 Early military objectives of the amphibious
operation were to secure the airfield and port ot
Befrut, and the air was to provide transport, air
superiority, cluse air support (CAS>, and
recuonnaissance. 49 In order to analyze how well the ailr
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portion of the cperation accomplished its limited
operational objectives, 1 will break down the operation
Into its three phases accordiang to the original CASF
concept of operations and then look at lessons learned.
Beginning with the notification phase, Tactical
Air Command received word of deployment around midnignt

on the 14th of Jjuly, but due to the planned Marine

] 1

landing, was directed to hold the information "closest
so it would not compromise the amphibious operation. o
With these instructions, TAC did not immediateliy notity
CASF participating units.

During the movement phase, two CASF designated
F-100 squadrons, located at Cannon Air PForce pBase, New
Mexico, were unable to make their necessary night
takeoffs due to restrictions from runway repairs.5l
Night takeoffs were required to meet air refueling and
arrival times into Adana, Turkey. Therefore, around
0900 <(Eastern Daylight Time) on the 1% of July, as the
Marines were landing in Lebanon, two "alternate”
squadrons of F-100s from Shaw Air Force Base, South
Carolina were substituted. All Air Force aircratt,
except some from USAFE that were added to the
deployment departed on 15 July.52 The arrival

sequence, including the arrival of Navy aircratft from
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the aircratft carrier Essex, which arrived on the nigode
of 15 July, 1is shaown in Figure 3. In addition, oy 1340
on the 15th, Task Force Alipha, one of the Army
contingents, was loaded on aircraft at airfielids in
Germany, near Munich, and departed the next morning to
arrive at Adana on the morning of the 17th. By the
17th of July, Adana airfield was saturated with 147
aircraft. VWorse yet, most of the -combat aircraft and
about half their transport were still enroute.S3

During the execution phase, air came under thne
command and control of Commander Specified Command
Middle East (COMSPECOMME) who flew in from London. He
commanded the CASF through the Nineteenth Air Force
command element which had deployed from the United
States. Air missions flown were mass 1ly—-bys, leallet
drops, airlift, and reconnaissance. in addition,
aircraft were maintained on air defense alert.54

A number of lessons were learned during the three
phases. During phase one, notification time proved to
be a problem. The short notice request and the
security attached to the deployment notirication added
to the delay of air arriving and the Marines lLanding
without air support. This showed the need rfor a
standard joint alerting system. 595
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Operational Events Air Activity

Eisenhover directs |41
Marine landing
TAC notified
Tvo substitute squadrons
11 Navy aircraft from the
Essex arrive

CASF arrivals
4 fighters
Essex in theater of opns
firmy TF begins arrival at
fidana
9 fighters from USAFE

147 aircraft on ground _|lu = CASF arrivals
at. Adana 7 15 fighters, 18 bombers,

airlift
ﬁ Aray TF closed
13 CASF arrials _
81 12 bombers, 17 fighters,
y 6 recon, 31 transport
H'd fray TF moves to Beirut

1y b= CASF arrivals
ey TF on around =191| 23 fighters, 15 recon,

y| 38 transport
A-ﬁr CASF arrivals
2yl 26 fiohters, 17 recon,
81 43 transport
casF cowPLETE LY

Marines land
Secure airport

Figure 3: Arrival of Airpower into Lebanon Theater5S
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During phase two, the movement of air forces
revealed some deficiencies. First, the tactical
elements began arriving before the command element. in
addition, it had been assumed that basing and
overflight rights would be available when, and if, the
CASF deployed. However, this was not the case and
tlight routes had to be changed to meet these political
constraints. Also, the single operating base at Adana
proved to be a bottleneck. This w~a= only relieved by
the rescheduling of air~ra.v arrivals, the redeployment
ot Task Force Alpha (Army contingent) to Beirut airport
once the airfield there had been secured, and the
cancellation of some units scheduled to deploy to
Lebanon. 57

A number of lessons were learned during the

employment phase, even though there was no "war.’ The
first lesson of this phase resulted directly from the
movem:nt phase. [t was the piecemeal arrival ot
airpower into the theater of operations.38 Figure =
has already shown that the aircrarft arrived over a tive
day period following the Marine landing. The command
element of Nineteenth Air Force did not depart until
midnight on the 15th ot July, 24 nours arter

notitfication. 99 Eleven Navy aircratt (seven attack and
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four fighters) arrived shortly after H-hour. By the
next morning the Essex had arrived and its aircratt
could support land operatiaons in Lebanon. Only four
CASF aircraft were at Adana at this time.
Significantly, at the conclusion of the forty-eight
hour claimed response time of the CASF, only thirteen
Air Force aircraft were on the ground in the area ot
operations. 60

On 17 July still no reconnaissance aircrait were
available. Yet there was a critical need for good
reconnaissance before the arrival of the Army assauit
force. 61 Also, the secrecy of the deployment
contributed to some of the sequencing problems when the
two squadron sSubstitution was made. This caused two
additional provlems that became evident in the
execution phase. First, the pilots of the twao non-CASE
squadrons had not been sufficiently trained for this
type of mission. They were only partially trained in
the task of aerial refueling that wouid be required Ior
the deployment. Second, although qualified in nuclear
weapons delivery, the pilots were not adequately
trained in the employment of conventional weapons. 62
Although these pilots were fully qualified in the
primary nuclear mission embodied in the concept of the
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CASF, that was not the situation that presented itselt
in Lebanon. As a result of inadequate pilot training,
a large number of training missions were flown in
Turkey to improve crew readiness.®3

In addition to inadequate training far the
mission, several of the units arrived with incomplete
flyaway kits which should have contained the necessary
sustainment items to keep the aircraft flying for
thirty days.64 This would add increased strain on thea
resupply system to make up for the missing items.
Operational readiness rates would have been
sigrificantly reduced if a major combat situation nad
developed.

Another shortfall, and perhaps the one with the
most potential for disaster, was the single operating
bpase at Adana, Turkey for both Army and Air Force
operations in the early days ot the crisis. This
presented a vulnerable target, -.dded to supply
shortages aof critical items and added pressure to
secure Beruit airport early in order to relieve the
pressure at Adana. 5

There were also some joint lessons learned between
the Air Force and the Navy. Throughout the operation,
the Navy controlled all naval air which generally
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supported the Marines. Likewise, the Air Force air was
controlled by the Air Force and primarily supported lLhe
Army. Although "cross—-tell ties"” or liaisons were
established, coordination of missions was a problem
during the operation.66é

Following all the analysis of the CASF's abiiity
to respond to ¢risis in another part of the world, it
is interesting to note what Major General Vicceliio,
the Nineteenth Air Force commander proposed as future
needs of the CASF. First, he saw the need to reduce
airlift requirements which would increase the mobliity
0T the CASF. Second, he envisioned a modern tansker
force to support the CASTF deployment. Third, he
anticipated the developing technologies cf verticail
takeoff and landing (VIOL)> and short takeoff and
landing <STOL) aircraft would greatly increase tae
capabilities of the CASF to operate from austere
locations around the world. While these are
technological issues, the next two requirements would
have a more direct impact atbt the operatiovnal level.
General Viccellio saw the ueed fur Lhe Alr forue Lo
piace the proper emphasis on limited versus gehelat
wat , and he proposed more -ieaqrvly delined ruies ot
sngagement 101 Lhe employment ol Lhe CASEF. OV
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liowever, the Nineteenth Alr Force and the CALE as
an independent response [orce, were not to survive past
the early 1960s. Following the Soviet launcha ot
Sputnik, U.8. miltitary strategy was retfocused on
strategic stability in the "missile age.”08 Nucliear
weapons were gradually delinked from the strategy for
iimited war, and the need for a joint response 1orce
for contingencies was realized with the arganizatiun oz
Strike Command. 69 The new deifense policy of "Ilexib.ie
respanse’” emerged. There was still interest in small
wars, but more in the line of wars of liberation ana
unconvent ional warfare for which a nuclear capable CASE

was not needed.?70

TODAY AND TOMORROW

Where 1oreign policy is most in doubt,

strategy is least active.7l

The basis around which the U.S. develops its

r—

national strategy is the threat. Since World War I
the predominant threat to U.S. interests has been the

Saviel Tnion. However, worid events have been changing
cur percepltions significantly over the past year Lo the
puint where William Webster or the Central Inteiligence
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Agency, testified before Congress that the Soviet Unlon
is no longer a threat to the U.S8.72 The dynamics
created by all the changes have led the President Lo
delay publication of this year’s Nationat Security
Strategy of the U.S. until a c<learer picture ot the
world situation emerges.73

With this framework shrouded in fog, the military
is trying to readjust. What is recognized as
increasingly important is the threat of regicnai

conflict as expressed by several of the uniriea

commanders. General James J. Lindsay (USA>, Commander
of U.3. S8pecial OUperations Command cites ..."a new

array of emerging national and regional power
groupings.”74 Thirteen ongoing regional conflicts
within CENTCOM alone and the importance or il <coming
from that region may make this area the most likeiy
area of conflict in the tuture.7b Reorienting away
from the Soviet Union and toward regional conflict as

the primary threat to U.S. interests will require a

change in policy. Current U.S. defense policy calls
for ... nations involved to provide 1or their onwn
defense..."” in military contingencies that do not

involve the Joviet Unlon. 76
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The U.S. response to regional confliict wiil
predominately result from crises situations, wnich
piaces a much greater premium on contingency planning
and the ability to execule ”peacetime’” countingency
operations effectively. The practice of operational
art in peacetime contingency operations will be
airected by the greater influence politics wili play in
the planning, including the need to have cummunications
directly to the highest nationai command level as the
crisis progresses. In addition, military objeclives
will have to be chosen that can satisty strategia or
operational end states thus achieving politicail
objectives without combat. However force may bve used
if necessary. Also, the need to accoumplish the
objectives in minimum time will place increased
pressure on the military to respond quickly and
eIticiently.

in August, 1988, Secretary of the Air Force,
Donald B. Rice, and Air Force Chief of Staff, Generai
Larry D. WVelch, tasked the Air Staff to look into
tuture roles of the Air Force, primarily Tactical Aix
Command, in contingency operations. Given a tulure
world with less forward deployved U.G5. torces, ciae
stated objective o1 the Special Study Group was ta
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.."craft Air Force units for likely contingency
operations...in a constrained fiscal environment and
evalving geopolitical changes."77

The study focused on the responsiveness ot
tactical airpower in contingency operations and
ultimately proposed an Air Battle Force (ABF) as a

Iorce structure improvement over the current Air Force

structure. The proposed ABI organization would offer a
"caohesive warfighting structure” capable of providing
counterair, interdiction, CAS, reconnaissance, C31I,
refueling, airlift, and space assets for use in a
couontingency operation.78

The unit would have about 100 tactical aircraft to
provide the traditional tactical air missions. Support
aircratt would augment the unit upon deployment to
provide C3I, refueling, and airlift. One of these
notional units could be stationed on the esast coast ot
the United States and a second in Alaska to cover
wor ldwide U.S. commitments.?79 A unique aspect of tLhe
ABY is that the primary aircraft and sustainment would
be integrated into the same organization. Depioyment
size would be based on the situation and could range

from a 'package” as small as ten aircraft to the entire

ABF in preplanned increments. g0
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in developing the ABF concept, the study group
concentrated its analysis on the deployability and
organization needed by airpower to better respond to
woridwide contingency operations.81 In the area of
deployability, the group identified several problems
with the current system. Two of these problems result
from the fact that the aircraft in a "iforce package”
generated for applying airpower in a contingency
operation come from many different locations. For
example, in a typical Southwest Asia scenario, aircrait
and support assets may come from nine different
locations. The first problem this creates is a compiex
process frfor building a tailored package for each
contingency requiring much detailed coordination. This
leads to difficulties coordinating the movement because
the package is not sourced from a singlie location.
Another problem with deployability under the current
system is that there is not much opportunity for
deployment training even though units have a
requirement to practice deployment annually. The finai

problem is that current deployments are planned tar

"peacetime quality of life in combat situations."8Z As

an exampie, the air package in support of the Southwest

Asia scenario mentioned earlier would take 272 o l4is
page 29




to depioy under current guidance (See figure 4).83
Most of these sorties are for support equipment,
However, by changing the guidance and deploying with
the minimum essential items for a fifteen day operation
instead of thirty days, the total number of C-141
sorties necessary could be reduced by more that half. 84
The other area of analysis for the study group was
organization. Beginning with the fact that U.S. force
design has been shaped based upon the Soviet fthreat in
a central European scenario since World War 11, the
group looked at what force design could alieviate zsome
of the deficiencies of the current structure.&% In
addition, the following contributing deficiencies in
conducting contingency operations were noted: Units
with unique capabilities are separated from those thev
support; centralized planning is required to make the
system work; there is no single person responsibie 1or
planning and deploying a contingency force; and
elements of the "package'" will probably fight together
for the first time without the benefit of first
training together.&0 The ABF offers an aiternative
force structure that alleviates these organizationail

detficiencies,
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ANALYSIS

From the perspective of the 1950s concept of a
Composite Air Strike Force to the ABF concept, the Air
Force would like to offer a "force of choice” for the
Natlional Command Authority (NCA) in response to
contingency operations. This is true even though
airpower would almost always be part of a joint
response. It is important to offer the NCA and theater
commander the greatest latitude by assessing the
capabilities of the ABF against the four criteria ol
deployability, supportability, flexibility, and command
and control.

The critical element of deployability for a torce
in a crisis situation is response time. The time it
takes to deploy into a theater of operation wiit even
influence the type of force, including service speciric
forces, which are chosen. An ABF would have a
deployment time similar to that of current USAF units.
It is expected that an ABF package consisting of
approximately thirty-five aircraft would have bombs on
target forty-eight hours plus transit time trom
notification. 88 Transit time is flight time from home
station of the ABF in the United States to the area ot
aperations. The entire ABF of approximately ninety-six
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aircratft could be completely depluyed and ready ior
missions ninety-six hours plus transit time from
notification. 89

Although respunse time has not signiticantly
changed, the actual movement would be much smoother
with most resources coming from one location. Much
less movement coordination would be required to make
the deployment happen and the "package” for both
aircratt and support could be drawn from one af several
preplanned deployment configurations based on the
situation and response deemed appropriate by the NCA.

One of the major shortfalls in deployability
during any projection of airpower into a remote theater
is still present with the ABF concept. This shortiaill
i the limited ability of many areas to receive madern
fighter aircraft because o0f inadequate airfields.
Possible deployment locations are severely limited by
the need for sufficient runway length to operate
fighter aircraft (6,000 feet minimum), and the need far
adequate ramp space I1or unloading cargo aircraft.s0
Similar to the situation in Lebanon in 1953, wmost land
based air support for an operation could nave tou
operate tfrom a single airfield. The congestion and
security problems this creates may pose an unacceptabie
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risk. UOperating from more secure bases lacated raruner
away from the crisis area may be necessary. However,
basing and overtflight rights may be a reguirenment for
operations from these locations. 'n addition, aerial
refueling would likely be required, but this reduces
the number of sorties per day each aircraft can fly and
increases the aircrarft and support requirements for the
operation. The nature of the theater may allow for
better airpower projection from Navy carriers.

The benefit to deployability that is gained by
reducing the size of the initial support sent with the
deploying force may be offset by sustainment problems
created if the contingency lasts longer than expected.
The off-the-shell support "packages” integral to the
ABF would tocus initial sustainability on short
duration operations only. Guing "1light” would require
follow-up with additional support if the duration oz

the operation increased. Sixty days was praoposed as a

I

cutoff for initial planning.91 This would also be ies
than the ninety-day limit on the Preslident for
commitment ot U.S5. forces without Congressional
approval.

In order to sustain such an organization, the Ayl
home =tation wsupport organization would be
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Significantly larger than the current Air Force wing
organization. Most of this increase in size would pe
due tu the maintenance requirements of a unit composed
of several different types o aircrait. However, tnere
is increasing commonality of parts in newer Air Force
fighter aircraft so overall sustainment requirenments
could be lawered. For example, the F-15C,/D, F-15E, and
F-16 nse a commun engine and most of the air/grouna
support equipment is the sane. in addition,
csustainment in some areas could be augmentea by host
nation support (HGN)>. This would require updating
current site surveys into possible deployment areas.
Some items could be prestocked, but for the moust part,
support assets would have to deploy with tne unit.
Flexibility is "the ability to perform a varietuy
0f actions, to produce a wide range or effects and
inrluences, and to adapt to changing circumstances and
environnents.”92 This characteristic of airpower aads
a valuable capability to the commander for achieving
operational objectives in a contingency. Again, the
objective may not involve combat, and the total
flexibility oftered by an ABF is more than just
tlexibility in combat. It also orffers rflexibility in
planning. petalled initial planning, usually joint,
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combined with flexibility in an operation helps produce
the synchronization needed for success throughout the
operation. 93

The ABF flexibility begins with its force desigu
and cumposition. The force "package’” of the ABF would
contain aircraft capable of performing all of the
tactical alr missions needed by the theater commander.
These include counterair, air interdiction, close air
support, airlift, and reconnaissance. in addition,
specialized tasks such as aerial refueling, electronic
combat, and warning, command, control, and
communications would be performed by aircraft integral
to the ABF.

However, one of the inherent detriments to
flexibility for airpower is still present with the ABY.
That is the large "tail” required to support modern
aircraft. It presents a lucrative target that must be
secured with ground forces and air defense systems, and
these are very difficult to relocate. Here, again, sea
based airpower may offer more flexibility depending on

the ftheater.

In general, American expeditions (contingency
operatluns) succeed or fail based uponh mass,
tlexibility, and especially command and
control. 94
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The ABF would facillitate more eifective command
and control of airpower by the joint force or theater
commander. The command element that deploys with the
force would be the expert on employment of the ABF. He
would function as the Joint Force Air Component
Commander (JFACC) or as an advisor in a theater where

someone else was JFACC.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Air Force force structure ror projecting
landbased tactical airpower into crises situations has
changed from its early design under the Compaosite Air
Strike Force caoncept. The CASF deployment to Lebanon
in 1958 proved the concept of worldwide deplayability
of tactical aircraft, but several problems surfacea.
Proficiency of aircrews, deployment coordination,
timely arrival of aircraft, overflight rights, and
suitability of airfields in the conflict area are a feaew
of these problems.

Today, U.S5. response to crisis situations around
the worlid may well include a higher probability of
using military force than in the past. With tne
changing nature of the threat to U.3. national security

o
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interests, a wide variety of responses must pe
available to the NCA. Airpower continues to offer a
force with great capabilities to respond to contingency
operations around the world in a relatively short
amount of time.

The Air Force is reexamining the force structure
for a contingency response force. The notional Air
Battle Force has been proposed as an enhancement to
current capabilities. As an organization that can
provide single-source “packages"” of both aircratt and
sustainment for contingency operations, the ABF would
increase operational capabilities. Deployability is
increased by reducing the 1lift requirements,
eliminating much of the required coordination, and
ensuring a well trained force is conducting the
operation. The “"iorce packaging” idea wouid increase
flexibility by offering a number of unit size anud
sustainment options to the operational level commander.
Iln addition, the single unit concept enhances command
and control and makes a single individual responsible
tor planning, training, and employment Ot the torce.

Unfortunately, the ABF concept still has a major
deficlency that was ldentified during the CAGF era.

This is the requirement for a major airiield from which




to operate mwodern Air Force tactical aircraft. This
requirement will limit the fulil capabilities ol the ALF
and paoint to the use of Navy and Marine air as the
primary means of projecting airpower intoc some
theaters.

The Air Force needs to conduct more detailed study
of the ABF concept. A proposal to establish a smail
unit consisting of the different tactical aircraft
proposed for the ABF and evaluating the aircrews and
unit at a Red Flag training exercise in Nevada i3 a
step in the right directicon.95 In additiocon, the ADRF
needs an aircraft with short or vertical takeoff{ and
landing capability. This implys either procurement ot
this capability in the Air Force or making the ADF

jouint with the Marines.
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